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i)ear laiif ^ 

Ainua id at Copeland's bit I am. But also more* liany thanks* 

If you aeo anytl)iu<5 more lik*^ it, I sure would ap.:TOciate it* 

Tlicj CIA iias a s.>ocial Imiguiviji?* In it Copeland was not an “afeTint*” i^ja you and 
I under; itand the word, of course he wan. 

3/8 i;i tlw; aiaiual %attstown fir jiiian&A sup;)er* V/e'll probeibly ko, vd.th ‘^I's 
ma gottin^j tici^ets in «aivanco for ua so vje won't h:\vc the lin*’ to sweat out* Think 
you'd like to? 

It is p^is ibltj ^^‘ortin V/aldron will b<j here then* I v<aii'fc know uutaA i^'riuay, 
whan i:i 00 p}ioja; ue* 

McRae nercjly vfent throi;gh the notions to validate a pr- .conception in which 
the law and fact were in atei*ial* 

V/o'll ap.)oal, with vigor* I liaVv^i^t so.xn thi3 decision yet but it is pormented 
with errors of fact, nisei tations, citations of tho non-existent and plain lying. 

i haven t seen zha decision yet* 


Our best. 


